This review article considers the extent to which two commentaries on the United Nations Convention on Contracts for the International Sale of Goods ("CISG"), contribute to the international, uniform interpretation of the CISG. In doing so it will outline the manner in which both commentaries have approached their analysis of a range of provisions within the CISG.
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relevant sub-headings and a brief outline of the findings of those cases, which assisted the reader in gaining an understanding as to how the relevant article was being applied in practice. 10 The inclusion of the decisions of courts and tribunals and the principles which can be drawn from those decisions was not regarded as impractical by Schwenzer as editor of the 3 rd edition of Schlechtriem and Schwenzer. Admittedly, this does not extend to detailed summaries of most cases however it does include an explanation of interpretations of the CISG asserted in cases. This enables the reader to understand approaches already taken by courts and tribunals in interpreting the CISG. The sparse discussion of case law in Honnold and Flechtner therefore represents a lost opportunity to guide a uniform interpretation through analysis of case law.
This review will outline the manner in which both commentaries have approached their analysis of a range of provisions within the CISG, and will conclude by noting the particular contributions made by each commentary to the causes of internationality and uniformity in CISG interpretation.
B. GETTING WHAT YOU PAID FOR -CONFORMITY OF GOODS UNDER ARTICLE 35 CISG
Article 35 sets the standards by which the conformity of the goods which are the subject of the international sales contract will be assessed.
Both commentaries note the importance of distinguishing CISG conformity standards under Article 35 from those derived from domestic law. One example is the English law distinction between condition and warranties which is not reflected in Article 35.
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Other examples are the distinction between express and implied warranties under U.S.
law and the French distinction between latent and apparent defects. 12 Schwenzer emphasises that domestic law concepts are not relevant to interpreting the concept of 'conformity' under the CISG and notes the "risk that each court will interpret Article 35 in accordance with its own domestic legal classifications and that such differences in interpretation will hinder unification of the law." 13 Schlechtriem and Schwenzer addresses the interaction between article 35 (1) which requires conformity with the "quantity, quality, and description required by the contract", In relation to the effect of an offer to cure by the party in breach, Honnold notes that a buyer should not be able to avoid where the cure prevents any substantial deprivation.
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Schroeter agrees that:
"...there is initially no fundamental breach of contract in cases in which it is possible for the seller to repair the goods, deliver substitutes, or remove a defect in title within a time which is reasonable and takes the buyer's plans for the goods into account, and in which the seller can be expected to do so."
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A contentious issue with which both commentaries deal is the question of the relevant time for assessing the foreseeability of the substantial deprivation, given that a lack of 29 Schlechtriem and Schwenzer, supra n 2, 405; Honnold and Flechtner, supra n 1, 273. 30 Schlechtriem and Schwenzer, supra n 2, 409. 31 Honnold and Flechtner, supra n 1, 280-1. 32 Honnold and Flechtner, supra n 1, 280. 33 Schlechtriem and Schwenzer, supra n 2, 424-5. 
E. CHECKING IT OUT -INSPECTION AND NOTIFICATION UNDER ARTICLES 38 AND 39 CISG
Article 38 CISG requires the buyer to examine the goods, or cause them to be examined, within as short a period as practicable in the circumstances. This provision is closely linked to Article 39 which requires the buyer to give notice of non-conformity within a reasonable time after he has discovered it or ought to have discovered it, which in many cases will arguably be at the time at which the Article 38 examination ought to have taken place. The consequence of failure to give notice under Article 39 is that the buyer loses the right to rely on the lack of conformity.
The relationship between Articles 38 and 39 is explained in both commentaries, would not. 41 Honnold and Flechtner on the other hand takes a more general approach, noting the function and purpose of Article 39 as being "to give the seller an opportunity to obtain and preserve evidence of the condition of the goods and to cure the deficiency…" 42 Honnold and Flechtner then refers to Schlechtriem and Schwenzer for cases discussing the level of detail required in Article 39 notices.
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The question of a 'reasonable time' for giving notice after a defect is discovered or ought to have been discovered is a cause of some controversy because of different approaches taken in different jurisdictions. Commentators such as Anderson have referred to the problem of a lack of consistent, international CISG case law on this point where, for example, "a clear diversity between German courts and Austrian courts has evolved", with German courts favouring a standard 14 day period and Austrian courts favouring a standard one month period.
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In an effort to overcome this problem, Schwenzer suggests adopting a presumptive period of one month, arguing that:
"If excessive differences in interpretation are to be prevented, it would appear that a convergence of views is crucial. Consequently, a period of approximately one month should at least be adopted as a rough average." on the justifiable expectations of the buyer, 48 while Flechtner regards the standard as best left to the circumstances of a particular case and the parties' expectations. 49 While these concepts may be similar in application, the difference in approach is one of defining a standard on the one hand, and leaving the standard open and "vague" 50 on the other.
Similarly, in relation to the time period within which notice of non-conformity should be required to be given under Article 39, Schwenzer suggests a 'rough average' of one month, 51 while Flechtner resists the idea of any presumptive reasonable period, arguing that what is a reasonable time will vary with the "facts of each situation." 52 This difference in approach might be explained by Schwenzer's civil law background and
Flechtner's common law background, however it is noted that even in common law systems there is still a 'tendency to think that a single rule is implicit in the case law" 53 rather than an acceptance of vague, evolving standards. The more nuanced approach adopted in Honnold and Flechtner in fact echoes a civil law resistance to being bound formalistically to particular contractual language, instead being concerned to take into account the intentions of the parties through extrinsic evidence. 54 Honnold and Flechtner also engages from time to time in normative discussion, for example in questioning whether the fixing of a time period for acceptance of an offer should give rise to a presumption of irrevocability of the offer for that time period.
Honnold questions the appropriateness of statutory drafters dictating the meaning to be attributed to specific words used in private contracts. 55 Honnold and Flechtner provides a dissenting voice where it is perceived by its authors that the prevailing view will lead to injustice. This is evident in the discussion surrounding the time for assessing foreseeability of a substantial detriment under Article 25. Flechtner argues strongly that foreseeability should not be limited to the time of the contract, but should extend up to the point at which the party in breach was still in a position to take steps to avoid the substantial detriment. 56 This is in contrast to the 'majority view' espoused by Schroeter that the time at which the contract is concluded "is decisive."
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While the approaches taken in the two commentaries are very different, they each make valuable contributions to an international and uniform interpretation of the CISG. There is agreement amongst commentators that the goals of international and uniform interpretation of the CISG require consideration of foreign case law by courts and tribunals. 58 One of the key strengths of the text by Schlechtriem and Schwenzer is its comprehensive referencing of relevant case law to illustrate the manner in which the provisions of the CISG have been interpreted. Honnold and Flechtner focuses on discrete issues arising under the provisions of the CISG and so is not comprehensive, and does not provide extensive references to case law. It nevertheless provides engaging discussion around particular aspects of interpretation of the CISG, and as a piece of scholarly writing on the CISG is itself a valuable interpretive tool to be used by courts 55 Honnold and Flechtner, supra n 1, 219. 56 Honnold and Flechtner, supra n 1, 278. 57 
